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would still exist. These are so real that they cannot
be even supposed not to exist; and this necessity of
their existence is according to my ideas, the same with
the necessity of the first eternal and omnipresent nature.

Your Lordship says (p. 13) that Space is not
extended. I know not how to understand this. Suppos-
ing it true it will still follow that Space is something ;
for of nothing, nothing can be either affirmed or denied.
It will also follow that saying infinite Space, or immensity,
is an attribute of the Deity is not the same with saying
that he is infinitely extended, which would indeed be a
most improper expression.

The difference between us about duration is less than
about Space. Your Lordship says that duration cannot
be conceived without something that exists, and yet you
deny that it is a property of anything that exists. I
do not see how anything can justly be said to endure,
and yet that enduring not be a property of it. Is there
not a sense in which whatever can be rightly affirmed
of a thing is a property of it?

If infinite duration, you say, is a property of the
Deity, limited duration is likewise a property of inferior
beings. I find no difficulty in this. Intelligence, power,
goodness, etc. are properties of the Deity, and also of
inferior beings. But they are properties of the Deity
in a peculiar manner. He possesses them necessarily,
and independently. Inferior beings possess them by
derivation from him. He is that infinite Truth, by wMch
all minds know, and all beings are intelligent The
question whether there is a just distinction between
duration and time appears to me to be chiefly a question
about words.

I am as much surprised as you can be a.t some of
Dr. Priestley's opinions. He does Indeed assert that
the Deity is the only Agent in nafet,akd-
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